One of the most hotly debated initiatives in the last quarter century has been the Getty Center for Education in the Arts' proposal for reforming art education, namely, discipline-based art education (DBAE). Although the initial flurry that accompanied the Getty Center's introduction of DBAE has quieted, it is useful to examine the fourteen-year evolution of the Center's involvement with DBAE theory and practice. This article reviews selected aspects of DBAE. DBAE is discussed with regard to two broader educational reform movements: excellence-in-education and multiculturalism.
this era of educational reform has been most atypical. The five-year time frame that normally limits wide-scale, national interests in education seemed to pass virtually unnoticed.
During this time, we have witnessed the demise of behaviorism and the ascent of cognitive science in American public education.1 Over the past two decades, the focus of instructional theory and practice has also shifted from a reliance on psychology to a broader interest in philosophical, sociological, and moral concerns and issues.2 These interests coincide with the emergence of a second reform movement-a movement intent upon addressing the problematic relationships between schools as public institutions and students with differing learning styles and diverse cultural and ethnic backgrounds.
Shifts in Thinking in General Education
Reform movements in general education reflect differences in thinking about teaching, learning, and the purposes of schooling. An emphasis on the subjective, affective elements of schooling characterized personalistic notions of education in the 1960s and 1970s. These notions were aligned with the humanistic psychology espoused by Abraham Maslow, Carl Rogers, and their followers in the 1960s.3 Behavioristic notions, promulgated by B. F. Skinner and his followers, were also prevalent during those years. 4 Behavioristic tenets gave rise to curricular models that seemed to provide the kind of precision and accountability that were so much in demand. More recent thinking about education, an approach supporting a holistic view,5 is built on advancements in cognitive developmental and cultural psychology, along with emerging postliberal theories of education.6 Table 1 Knowledge Subjective, personalistic, childcentered. Authentic knowledge is that which is found to be personally relevant to students.
Learning
Process of growth and development in accordance with nature (natural unfoldment). Learning is innate, activity-oriented, self-directed.
Motivation
Individuals are active, stimulus-seeking, self-directing, selfdetermining agents.
Purpose of Schooling
Self-actualization, personal fulfillment. Individuals discover own talents and identities. Fostering natural growth.
Role of the Teacher
Guide. Attends to needs and interests of students. Provides enjoyable learning experiences. Is not prescriptive or coercive.
Views of the Student
Regarded as individual rather than as a member of a class. Subjectively free and autonomous, architect of own life.
Behavioristic Model
Knowledge lies outside the student and is rule governed. Acquisition of factual information and ability to make applications.
Occurs incrementally, from simple to complex, familiar to unfamiliar. Task 
Anticipation and Disappointment
Funding for arts education has never been ample in the United States, and the attention and support of the Getty Trust had a major impact. By the mid-1980s art educators tried to anticipate the Center's involvement with art education. Many failed to take into account the fact that the Center was part of a private foundation with limited objectives-and not a broad grants-making agency. When the GCEA sought to maximize its efforts by focusing on one theoretical approach, DBAE, rather than diffuse its contribution by creating a diverse range of grant categories that would fund a variety of programs, art educators supporting alternative approaches felt disenfranchised. Moreover, it was troubling for some who viewed the Getty Center as an outside entity with too much influence. To add fuel to the fires of dissent, the discipline-based approach, although not new to the field, challenged traditional practice in the schools-a fact that delighted some and infuriated others. Writings espousing the pros and cons of DBAE flooded the academic field for the next several years.
Critics charged that the DBAE emphasis on formalized structure and sequence were contrary to the unique, dynamic, and multifaceted processes of making and responding to art.13 For some art educators the addition of academic content to the already crowded art curriculum was unacceptable.14 Others criticized DBAE for being too technocratic,15 too narrowly defined,16 and too abstract.17 Many of the criticisms simply reflected a resistance to attempts to diminish the primacy of art making as the defining characteristic of art education. Many of the shifts in DBAE theory address the fundamental disciplines from which content for curricula is derived. Other changes reflect shifts in thinking about the interaction of teachers and students and the nature of creativity. These shifts, sometimes subtle, sometimes dramatic, are discussed in the following paragraphs.
DBAE and Other Emerging

The Impact of Multiculturalism and Feminist Theory
From the onset, critics depicted discipline-based art education as Eurocentric, male-dominated, misogynist, and elitist.22 Indeed, the early literature advocating DBAE sent mixed messages as it dealt with concerns about certain notions of connoisseurship, reliance on a particular community of recognized experts in the art world, and limited definitions of fine art as museum art. Although the early DBAE literature clearly specified that folk art, the applied arts, and art from non-Western cultures be included as content for study23 and proponents claimed that DBAE promoted egalitarian 
DBAE and the Child-centered Curriculum
Early writings about DBAE, both pro and con, differentiated DBAE from Viktor Lowenfeld's notions of child-centered pedagogy. This is unfortunate, because DBAE should be seen as an extension and refinement of some of Lowenfeld's insights. Lowenfeld advised teachers to encourage children to attend to life experiences and to cultivate their sensitivity toward the things around them. 35 Lowenfeld also advised teachers to attend to children's needs and interests, warning that it is difficult to put ourselves in the place of a child, because to do so incorrectly assumes that we can know a child's thoughts, feelings, and perceptions.
Art educators still have a lot to learn from the work of Lowenfeld. Some of his ideas inform DBAE practice; other beliefs and recommendations promulgated by Lowenfeld and his interpreters are held by few, if any, art educators these days. In any case, we are all better teachers when we remember, after Lowenfeld, that knowledge alone does not make people happy; a balance of intellectual and emotional growth is necessary to adjust properly to this world.
Making Art: Creativity and Pedagogy
The issues of studio time and creative self-expression were particularly problematic in the early DBAE literature. Posing itself in opposition to the popular creative self-expression orientation of the 1950s and 1960s, Clark, Day, and Greer argued that creative self-expression programs, even with the addition of some art history and criticism for enrichment or motivation, were inadequate. DBAE theorists called for more time and focus on the teaching of concepts and inquiry processes central to art history, criticism, and aesthetics, arguing for a comparable concern for each of the four parent disciplines. A more balanced curricular approach among the four disciplines translated, literally, as less studio.
Early DBAE advocates further argued that untutored childhood expressions were not necessarily creative.36 Some distinguished children's artistic endeavors from those of professional artists, characterizing children as neophytes and their unschooled creative acts as mundane or banal, while recognizing world-class artists as extraordinary and their works as examples of socially significant creativity.37 In addition, DBAE supporters criticized the manner in which studio art programs were conceptualized and taught throughout the country. Central to their argument was the claim that many of the studio activities in which students were engaged during their art lessons were without substantive content.38 Dwaine Greer observed that studio teaching prior to DBAE bore little resemblance to the "cold, focused, and detached wrestling with the medium that many artists use to characterize their studio efforts."39 Jean Rush argued for more direct teacher involvement and coaching and less emphasis on individuality. Rush recommended that teachers predetermine aesthetic problems to be pursued by students and then look for predictable conceptual consistencies in the images produced. 40 Professional journals and conferences were inundated with negative reactions to these kinds of recommendations. Critics characterized DBAE as overly academic, anticreativity, and antithetical to the fundamental nature of art itself. While academic debates ensued in the presses, however, it was art teachers in the field who offered the greatest resistance, refusing to deemphasize art making and creative self-expression as the primary curricular focus of their programs. In response, DBAE advocates softened their stance, reiterating an often overlooked point made by Clark, Day, and Greer in 1987, that "balanced" doesn't necessarily mean equal time, and that studio production and creativity could be the dominant feature of a DBAE program as long as content from the other disciplines was given adequate treatment and effectively integrated with production activities. As DBAE theorists translated their program into models for practice, it became evident that instruction could emphasize art making, creative self-expression, and individuality and still be discipline-based.
DBAE in Practice: Teachers Constructing Curriculum
While academic debates over DBAE have resulted in a refinement and modification of DBAE theory over the years, it is the practice of DBAE by teachers that has brought about the most significant changes. Although DBAE, as it was originally defined in the 1980s, prescribed a particular approach to art education with specific characteristics and limitations, there are now probably about as many versions of DBAE as there are teachers constructing and revising curricula. Two contemporary adaptations of DBAE theory, discussed in the following sections, illustrate its malleability and expanding nature. Some art educators believe that as the Getty Center modifies its positions, DBAE loses its distinctive definition and focus. Has DBAE theory, in broadening its parameters, in allowing for diverse interpretations and adaptations, and in accommodating shifts in thinking about teaching, learning, and the art disciplines, reduced its potential for promoting curriculum reforms toward its original ends? The answers to these questions really depend on how one views theories-as static frameworks or as dynamic sets of propositions, provisional but still stable enough to guide practice in a meaningful, coherent manner. Certainly, DBAE theory has changed from what it was when first introduced in the literature in 1984. But perhaps more fruitful questions need to be asked. What is current practice in art education? In a recent study conducted by Sandra Mims and Louis Lankford, elementary art teachers reported that art history, criticism, and aesthetics, collectively, comprise 35 percent of their instructional time, and that 11 percent of their budgets go to nonexpendable resources such as slides, videos, reproductions, and books. 48 We still don't know much about the manner in which art history, art criticism, and aesthetic inquiry are taught in America's schools. Which artists, cultures, and thematic emphases comprise instructional programs in art history, criticism, and aesthetics? What are students expected to know and be able to do in each of these curricular areas? An in-depth study of public school art teaching is needed at this time.
Some conditions that surround the DBAE movement and the field of art education remain exceedingly positive, while others are clearly problematic. While the future of art education seems unsettled, the potential for making important changes exists, as DBAE assumes an interdisciplinary stance and as it interfaces with multicultural educational theory and a renewed interest in the integrity of children's lives. Whether DBAE theorists will incorporate emerging ecocentric views of art education, as they have multicultural frameworks, remains to be seen.
Regardless of which side of the DBAE issue one falls, the flurry of point and counterpoint that has surrounded the DBAE agenda provided a level of discussion and debate that has energized and invigorated thinking and scholarship in art education. This alone has been a most significant contribution to the field of art education.
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